The Facts Speak for Themselves:
v A Fundamentally Different
Superfund Program

Overview

Since Congress passed the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA or “ Superfund”) in 1980, many concerns have been rai sed about the program. Through a
seriesof initiatives, the Agency addressed those concernsand hasfundamentally reformed the program.
Thisdocument setsforth thefactsabout many mythsrelated to Superfund, and describesthe significant
accomplishmentsof the Superfund program.

Summary of Significant Accomplishments:
 EPA hasinitiated or completed construction activity (rapid action or long-term cleanups) at 70% of the
stesontheNational PrioritiesList (NPL).
— EPA hascompleted construction at over 400 sites—29% of thesitesonthe NPL.

— Constructioniscurrently underway at another 485 sites— 35% of thesitesonthe NPL. (At approxi-
mately 7% of the siteson the NPL, construction has been completed at aportion of the site, but
continuation of theconstructionisnot currently underway.)

» Ninety-fivepercent of the Superfund sitesonthe NPL have started aphase of cleanup.

» EPA hastaken rapid cleanup action at more than 3,000 hazardouswaste Sites.

» EPA hasestablished anationwide, risk-based priority system for alocating Trust Fund moniesto clean
upSites.

» Responsblepartiesperform morethan 75% of Superfund long-term cleanups, saving taxpayersmore
than $12 billion.

» Theaveragecost of Superfund cleanup construction projectshasdecreased by $1.2t0 $1.6 million
over thepast two years.

» EPA continuesto promotefairnessin the Superfund enforcement program by reaching settlementswith
morethan 12,000 small parties.

» EPA now, asaroutine practice, offersorphan share compensation to settling partiesat negotiationsfor
long-term cleanup.

» Of theover 40,000 sitesin EPA'sdatabase, EPA has conducted eval uations at more than 38,000, or
95% of all sitesreported to EPA.
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L A Faster, Fairer, More Efficient Superfund

MYTH Administrative Reforms have done nothing to make the program
fairer for parties paying for cleanup.

FACT: Orphan share compensation is now routine practice—-EPA has
offered over $57 million in orphan share compensation this year
alone.

In fiscal year 1996, EPA hasoffered over $57 million in past costs and projected oversight coststo
compensate settling partiesfor aportion of the orphan share (costs attributable to defunct or insolvent
entities). Toincreasefairnessbeyond thisinitiative, EPA hasrequested adedicated, additional
legislative appropriation to adequately fund the payment of the or phan shareat siteswhere
potentially responsible parties (PRPs) arecurrently obligated to shoulder these costs. Inthe
absence of such an appropriation, EPA has sought to administratively provide some orphan sharecom-
pensation, within the constraints of fundscurrently availablefor cleanup work, and without affecting the
pace of cleaning up Sites. Thiscompensation isbeing offered to settling partiesat every negotiation for
long-term cleanupswhere orphan shares exist, and where PRPs of asiteincludeat least one PRPthat is
not an owner or operator.

Criticsgtatethat theadministrativereform providesno red relief toliable parties, but merely aforgiveness
of oversight costs, whichisof littlereal valueto partiespaying for cleanup at Superfund sites. However, in
additiontorelieving partiesfrom aportion of oversight costs, compensation offered providesrelief from
past costsaswell. Relief from “past costs’ constitutesreal relief from the payment of some
cleanup coststhat aviable, identified party would otherwisehavetopay for. Theforgiven costs
relateto work aready performed, and the parties get the benefit of not performing or paying for thiswork.
Thus, forgiving past costsand oversight costscongtitutesa“redl” savingsfor settling parties, asit trandates
into actual dollars, already spent, which would otherwise haveto berepaid.
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FACT: EPA’sreforms are getting thousands of small contributors out of
theliability system, including over 12,000 de minimis parties.

Transaction costsarise mostly from contribution lawsuits (“third party” suitsbrought by partiesat asite
against each other), not from EPA lawsuits. Often these suitsare brought against partieswho are not
pursued by EPA because of their extremely limited contribution of hazardous substances (deminimisor
de micromiscontributors), or their limited ability to pay for cleanup. Through guidance, policy, and
settlements, EPA hasreduced the opportunity for contribution litigation, thusreducing the associated trans-
action costs, by providing contribution protectionto deminimisparties, to demicromisparties, aswell as
to partieswith alimited ability to pay. Todate, over 12,000 deminimis partieshavebeen protected
from therisk of contribution actions.

EPA model settlement documents providethat settling partiesmust waivetheir right to seek contribution
from these categoriesof parties. By eliminatingtheopportunity for partiestosue contributor sof
extremey small amountsof hazar doussubstancesand partiesunableto afford topay for cleanup,
EPA removesthese small contributor sfrom theliability scheme, early and with substantially
reduced costs.

FACT: Litigation will bereduced at siteswhere a fair-share allocation is
undertaken.

EPA ispromoting theuse of allocationsto distribute cleanup costsfairly among partiesthat settle. Equi-
tabledistribution of respongbility through an all ocation processwill reducelitigation, in that settling parties
would be agreeing not to seek contribution. Because partieswill contributeonly their equitable
share, theincentivesto suefor contribution disappear. Third party litigationwill beamost entirely
eliminated for partiessigning onto asettlement that istheresult of an alocation. Thus, non-settlorswill be
pursued by EPA and not by PRPs.
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MYTH EPA still unfairly issues orders only to a few “deep pockets” to
perform cleanups.

FACT: ItisEPA’spolicy tothoroughly document itsreasonsfor excluding
a PRP from any unilateral administrative order issued by the
Agency.

EPA seeksto hold respons blethelargest manageable number of PRPsat asite after consideration of such
factorsasfinancia viability and strength of liability evidence, not smply thosewith the* degpest pockets.”
Under EPA’snegoti ation and settlement approach, the Super fund program hasevolved from aprima-
rily Fund-financed cleanup program, to a program whereover 80% of thelongterm cleanup
actionsarefinanced by responsibleparties.

Wherepartiesdon’t agreeto voluntarily clean up asite, itissometimes necessary for EPA toissue UAOs
(unilateral administrative orders) under CERCLA 8106 to accomplish the cleanup. Toaddressthe
persistent myth regarding EPA’ s* selective’ issuance of UAOs, EPA issued amemor andum on
August 2, 1996, establishing new procedur esto assur ethat EPA’spolicy of issuingUAO’ stoall
financially viable, liableparties, isbeing followed. The proceduresrequirethe Regionsto document
their reason(s) for not issuing UA Osto certain parties (such as charitable organi zationsand homeowners).
Thisdocumentationwill facilitate aninterna management review of theissuanceof UAOs. Furthermore,
incentivesfor settlements, such asorphan share compensation, should reducetheneedtoissue UAOsin
thefuture.

EPA has done nothing to make the program faster, and

MYTH Superfund cleanups take too long to complete.

FACT: In an effort to speed the pace of cleanups, EPA isimplementingthe
“presumptive remedies’ reform at Superfund sites, which, when
fully implemented, could cut study timesin half.

Certain categoriesof siteshavesimilar characteristics. For example, approximately 20% of the NPL sites
aremunicipa solidwastelandfills. Theselandfillsoften have smilar contaminants, affect smilar environ-
mental media, and can be addressed in similar ways. Now, the program groups proven cleanup tech-
niquesinto setsof responses, known as presumptive remedies, appropriate for specific typesof sites,
contaminants, or both.

Presumptiveremedieshelp streamlineremoval actions, sitestudies, and cleanups; reducethe
cost and timerequired to clean up similar types of sites; and ensur e consistency in remedy
selection. Theuseof presumptiveremediesimprovestheefficiency of the Superfund process by building
on past program experience.
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CASESIN POINT: EPA now hasresultsfrom severa siteswhich haveimplemented
the presumptiveremedy for municipd landfills. When compared to severd “control” Sites,
withsmilar characterigtics, the RI/FStimesavingsestimated for theaverage pilot Stewas
23 months. Examplesof how these savingswere achieved:

At the BFI/Rockingham Site, available, useable ground water information clearly indi-
cated that aground-water risk existed. EPA wasableto avoid spendingtimeand re-
sources conducting extensive and redundant sampling to characterizethewaste at the site.
Rather, apresumptiveremedy wasused, i.e., acap along with aleachate and gas collec-
tion system. Theresult allowed initiation of the source control action just 12 monthsafter
thestart of the Remedia Investigation/ Feasibility Study (RI/FS). TheentireRI/FSfor the
sitetook 23 months, ascompared to control siteswith smilar characteristics, which took
47 monthsunder thetraditional process.

At the Lexington County L andfill Site, the Superfund action wasbased on ground water
sampling inwhich levelsexceeded the maximum contaminant level (MCL). Thestrategy
for thesite’ sremedid investigationincluded focused sampling to further characterizethe
ground water contamination and astreamlined risk assessment. Useof thepresumptive
remedy approach resulted in éimination of planned soil sampling and analysisto caculate
risks, and aplanned search for drumswhose exact | ocation, quantity and type of wastes
wereunknown. Thedesign of the containment remedy accounted for the uncertaintiesin
the nature of wastesin thelandfill. Theresult wasan RI/FSwith a28 month duration,
comparedto control steswith smilar characterigtics, whose RI/FS duration was44 months
under thetraditional process.

FACT: Including rapid cleanups, EPA isresponsible for over 4,500 suc-
cessful cleanups at Superfund sites across the country since the
program’sinception.

EPA hasused itsrapid action cleanup authority to accomplish many accelerated cleanupsat time-critical
hazardouswaste sites. Todate, approximately 3,800 emer gency actionsat over 2,990 Superfund
sites(and approximately 700 long-ter m cleanup actions) acr ossthenation have been completed.
Theseactionsacce eratetheoveral cleanup processby quickly addressing significant and imminent threats
tothepublic health and environment. Inrecent years, EPA hasimplemented reformswhich streamlinethis
process.
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FACT: Theexpiration of thetaxing authority may affect the paceat which
sitesare cleaned up, and impacts EPA’sauthority to fund orphan
sharesat Superfund sites.

When Congressallowed the Superfund tax to expire at theend of 1995, it put ahalt to the approximately
$4 million per day that wasgenerated for Superfund cleanups. Thoughthereisdtill apostivebaanceinthe
Superfund Trust Fund, without somecertainty astoif or when thetax will bereinstated, EPA will
need tomakehard decisionsin thenear futuretoplan for cleanupswithout theavailability of this
Fund money. Intheevent that EPA must beginincrementally funding Superfund sites, itislikely that
cleanupswill bedelayed.

In addition, the Superfund Trust Fund must be maintained to providetheability to increase orphan share
funding in conjunction with legidative authority to do so without affecting the pace of cleanups. EPA has
sought from Congressspecia funding for orphan shareliability relief at Superfund stes. Although EPA is
currently fundingtheorphan shareat several sites, until thetimethat such fundingismade
availableby Congress, and Congr essextendsthetaxessupportingthe Superfund Trust Fund,
EPA will beunableto providethelevel of or phan sharefunding necessary to substantially im-
provefairnessthroughout theprogram.

FACT: Congressional proposalswould havesignificantly affected thereli-
ability and pace of cleanupsthrough thereopening of past cleanup
decisions, theintervention of lawyer sinto the cleanup process, and
thefailuretotreat ground water asavaluableresource.

Themajor Superfund billsintroduced in the 104th Congresswould have reopened some past cleanup
decisions, and alowedfor judicia review of somecleanup decisions. Theseprovisonswould have had
significant effectsonthe current pace of cleanups, ascleanupswould stop whilethelawyer sattempted
to argueabout what the cleanup should beat a particular site. Inaddition, reopening cleanup
decisions could undermine acommunity’ sinput on past cleanup decisions. EPA strongly opposesany
proposa which would affect the pace of cleanupsin thismanner.

Thelimited “ quick fixes’ that criticsproposecannot providereliableprotection to public health
and theenvironment over thelongterm. EPA encouragesrevising cleanup decisionswhen good
science on emerging technologieswill savetimeand money, whilea so achieving an equivaent protection
of public hedlth and the environment. Without assurancesfor equivalent protection, “ cheaper” cleanups
implemented solely onthebasisof cost savingswind up being more expensiveto future generations, who
must later facethiscontamination. Shortening cleanupsby “writing off” America’sground water
resour cesisan unacceptablesolution to the Superfund problem.
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MY TH EPA’s reforms have done nothing to control the costs of cleanups
at Superfund sites.

FACT: The average cost of Superfund cleanup construction projects has
been reduced by $1.2t0 $1.6 million per project by EPA’seffortsto
improvethe Superfund program.

For theyearsfollowing passage of the Superfund Amendmentsand Reauthorization Act (SARA) and
prior tofull implementation of Administrative Reforms, theaver age Super fund cleanup construction
project cost (oneindicator of program costs) decr eased by $1.2to $1.6 million per project over
thelast two fiscal years. Thisindicator hasdropped over the past two fiscal yearsto $10.0
million. Itisimportant to notethat these savingsstill reflect cleanupswhich are protective, and continue
themandatefor “ permanence’ and treatment of waste, asdescribed inthe current Superfund law. All of
theadminigtrativeinitiatives, when fully implemented, will continueto contribute substantialy to program
improvementsand further reductionsin cleanup costs.

FACT: EPA has implemented cost controlling reform measures such as
theNational Remedy Review Board.

The Remedy Review Boardisaboard of technical and policy expertswithin EPA that will review high cost
long-term cleanups prior to aRecord of Decision (ROD) being signed. TheRemedy Review Board
reviewed 12 sitesin FY 1996, and EPA expectsan aver age savingsof about $1 million per site.
Continued use of theBoard will continueto control cleanup costsat large, complex Superfund sitesacross
thenation.
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FACT: EPA reformsprovideamechanism for updating cleanup decisions
at many Superfund sites, which will control costs.

Wheretechnology hasadvanced and adequate level s of public health and environmental protection are
assured, EPA will update remediesin order to reduce costs. For example, at many siteswhere costly
ground water remedies have been implemented at siteswhere DNAPL sexist, updated technologies
and cleanup advancementsmay beimplemented instead of theoriginal remediesto achievea
cost savings.

CASE IN POINT:

AttheDavisLiquid Waste Superfund Site in Smithfield, Rhode Idland, the cleanup called for
the excavation and on-siteincineration of approximately 25,000 cubic yards of contaminated
soilsand wastes. EPA also evaluated the use of thermal desorption for cleaning up the soils
and waste at the site, but could not select thistechnology at the time the cleanup decision
was made dueto limited information available on the cost and full-scale performance of this
technology. Sincethat time, however, there hasbeen extensiveinformation gathered onthe
technology at other Superfund sites. Thetechnology hasbeen shown to bevery effectivein
cleaning up the wastes present at this site. Based on the successful performance of this
technology and updated cost information, EPA hasupdated itsincineration cleanupto in-
stead use on-sitethermal desorption asthe means of treating contaminated soilsand waste
at thesite. The use of the updated technology will be protective of human health and the
environment and will significantly reducethe overall cost of thiscomponent of the cleanup.

FACT: Nearly 70% of all Superfund resourcesgoto actual cleanup activ-
ity (i.e., direct cost).

Overhed costsof Superfund arelow, especially when compared to private sector, non-Superfund-rel ated,
industriesperforming smilar work (e.g., consulting and construction). Intheseindustries, lessthan 60% of
total costsare spent on direct costs. The 30% spent onindirect cost provides EPA “support activities,”
such as contract management and oversight of large cleanup contracts,  researchintoinnovative
cleanup technologies, Site health assessment, public outreach,and ~ enforcement costs. Whilecriticsof
thisspending arguethat itisnot critical to the cleanup of thesesites, itiscritical for EPA toinvestigate
therisks, inform the public of therisksposed by these sites, and ensurethat the Superfund
resour cesar espent wisely. Without these* support services,” actual cleanup would never take place.

Many criticsclaim that EPA spendstoo much money onlawyers. It isthisenforcement spending,
however, which ensuresthat privatepartiesat Superfund sitescommit over $7 towar dscleanup
for every $1 allocated to enfor cement.
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L Cleanups Not Hindered by Lawsuits

MYTH Legal disputes delay cleanups.

FACT: CERCLA’s“pre-enforcement” review bar prevents parties from
stopping cleanup work at Superfund sites.

Although Superfund hasbeen criticized for the numbersof lawyersinvolved, Superfund hasbeen ableto
keep thelawyersout of the cleanup pipdine. When addressing human health and environmenta concerns
at Superfund sites, attorneyshavevery littleimpact on the pace of cleanupsand cannot delay cleanup
actions. CERCLA'scurrent bar of judicial review prevents partiesfrom suing to stop work at asite or
having acourt review EPA’scleanup decision until much later intheprocess. EPA can thusconcentrate
on cleanups, rather than defending endlesslawsuits. Also, under 8113 of CERCLA, whenthe EPA
compelsone or more PRPsto clean up asite, the PRPsare prohibited from challenging EPA’sactionsin
court until later in the process— athough PRPsare not prevented from suing each other for contribution.
Thesethird party contribution lawsuitsmust, however, take place on aparalld track to the site cleanup.
Thus, cleanup of asiteisnot delayed duetothird party contribution lawsuits.

After assessing the delaysarising from pre-enforcement review, the September 1994 GA O Report to
Congress concluded that, “with few exceptions, the statutory limits[on judicial review] appear to have
accomplished the Congress goal of ensuring that EPA’s cleanup activitiesare not hindered by legal chal-
lenges.” EPA’sauthority under CERCLA allowsEPA to order responsible partiesto do the cleanup
work. Thus, EPA hastheability to clean up siteswithout havingto spend year sin court deciding
whether someonecan or cannot dothecleanup. Lastly, if someonerefusesto do the cleanup, EPA
can moveinusing the Trust Fund and do the cleanup itself and then later sueto recover the appropriate
contributionfrom parties.
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FACT: AnInspector General (IG) report used to show that EPA’sliability
scheme delays cleanups is based on 3 sites, selected for their ex-
tremedelays, and asthe | G stated, cannot be used to draw conclu-
sions about the program asawhole.

Recently, criticshave used an Inspector Generd (1G) report asevidenceto show that theliability scheme
leadsto delaysin cleanup at Superfund sites. However, thel G study used only 3 casestudies(out of
1,297 sites), identified becausethey had encounter ed significant delay in implementing cleanup.
Someof thedelaysidentified in thereport “were compl etely outside EPA’ scontrol.”

Thus, thelimited scope of thereport preventsdrawing any conclusionsabout the existence and extent of
delaysat other sites. For exampl e, athough thereport identified four setsof settlement negotiationsas
lengthy, which delayed cleanup, the report fail sto make any comparison with the eight other instancesin
the study where settlement negotiationstook place and apparently did not delay cleanup. Thel G merely
intended toidentify areasthat likely merit additional study in thefuture. ThelG report cannot be
used to draw any conclusionsabout the current Superfund program.

L Brownfields Success

The Administration is attempting to federalize successful State

MYTH brownfields programs.

FACT: The U.S. Conference of Mayors supports Federal government
involvement in theredevelopment of brownfields.

Theenormity of the brownfields problem hasattracted the national spotlight. AccordingtotheU.S.
Conferenceof Mayors, brownfieldshavebeen identified asthenumber oneenvironmental issue
inthenation today. With an estimated 450,000 contaminated commercial and industria Sitesacrossthe
country, the Conference of Mayorshasurged the Federal government to invest inthefuture of citiesby
supporting the cleanup and redevel opment of brownfields(see GAO\RCED-95-172, June1995) . Atthe
January 1996, Conference of MayorsWinter Meeting, Mayor Rice of Sedttle, stated that “ Mayorsap-
plaud EPA'scurrent effort toimprovethe Agency’ sresponsivenesstolocal governments.” They urgedthe
Federal government to devel op acomprehensiveredevel opment strategy to assist cities.
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FACT: Brownfields Pilotsareencour aging redevelopment.

TheBrownfields Pilots (76 sitesfunded up to $200,000in 1995 and 1996) areintended to generate
further interest in brownfieldsby bringing together public and private effortsby Federal, State, and local
governments. The successof these pilotswill encourage othersto take stepstoward brownfieldsredevel -
opment, too. Stakeholderstell the Agency that brownfields redevel opment activities could not have oc-
curredintheabsence of EPA efforts. Ingtitutionssuch asthe Bank of America, theNational Community
Reinvestment Codlition, and othersattribute new interest and enthusiasm for brownfieldsredevel opment
directly to EPA’ spoliciesand effortsto focus attention on thisissue. AstheNational Community
Reinvestment Coalition said “...wewholehear tedly support the EPA’sBrownfields Economic
Redevelopment I nitiative. NCRC believesthat [EPA’s| multifaceted initiative representsasignificant
step forward by the Administration in working with distressed communitieson thelocal level intheir
revitalization efforts.” (NCRC represents500 member organizationsfrom all 50 states.)

Thesuccessful revitaization of brownfields propertiesrequires Federal, State, Tribal, and local govern-
mentsworking with private partiesand non-profit organizations. However, the absence of clear, coordi-
nated programs across Federal and State lines hasfrustrated redevel opment of brownfieldssites. To
provideeffectivetechnical and financial support to statesand municipalitieslookingto cleanup
and redevelop potentially contaminated ur ban properties, EPA and other Federal agenciesare
wor kingtogether to coor dinatenot only theenvironmental, but also thedevelopment and finan-
cial assistanceexpertiseavailableat the Federal level.

. EPA Encourages State Cleanups

EPA’s involvement in State Voluntary Cleanup programs is not
MYTH .
beneficial to States.

FACT: EPA will provide$10 million in FY 1997 to support development of
State programs.

EPA recognizestheimportant rolethat State environmenta agencieshavein encouraging economic rede-
velopment of brownfields. Administrator Browner supportslegidation that encouragesthe devel opment of
State-run voluntary cleanup programs. Indeed, Statevoluntary cleanup programshave succeeded
in encour aging private party cleanup of lesser contaminated proper tiesand these programs aug-
ment the Federal funding of pilots. EPA aso plansto provide$10 millionin FY 1997 tofurther encourage
the devel opment of these State programs.
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FACT: States have signed MOAs with EPA regions for further develop-
ment of StateVoluntary Programs.

Over thelast few years, several Statesand Regionssigned Memorandaof Agreement (M OA'S) concern-
ingtheir State voluntary cleanup programs. These M OA sreflect each party’ sunderstanding of how they
will work together to best utilize their respective resourcesin addressing the universe of contaminated sites
inthiscountry. Some Statesand privatepartieshaveexpressed theopinion that theseM OAsare
useful in helpingto promotethecleanup and redevelopment of brownfieldssites.

EPA and Statesbegan devel oping aguidancefor State voluntary cleanup programsto shareand commu-
nicate successful approachesthat certain Statesand Regionshad devel oped through their MOAs. While
peoplerecognizethevariability among State voluntary cleanup programs, they wereinterestedinlearning
theminimum eementsaState voluntary program usualy has, and what Statesand Regionswereincluding
intheir MOAs. Theguidanceisunder development and EPA will continueto work with Statesand other
Federal agenciesto establish abasdinefor thevoluntary programs.

Y Private Investment in Brownfields

The Brownfields Tax Incentive Plan would provide tax incentives

MYTH for the redevelopment of low-risk brownfields diverting monies
collected from industry for the nation’s most contaminated
properties.

FACT: TheTax Incentivewould leverage$10 billionin privateinvestment.

TheMarch 11, 1996 new tax incentiveannounced by President Clintonisintended to spur the cleanup and
redevelopment of brownfields. Inessence, it buildsonthe 1994 IRS ruling which concluded that certain
costsincurred to clean up land and groundwater were deductible asbusinessexpenses. That 1994 ruling
ONLY addressed cleanup costsincurred by taxpayerswho contaminated theland. In other words, it
hel ped thepolluter. The1996 Tax Incentiveleve sthe playing field by benefiting the prospective purchaser
or owner who seeksto put thisproperty to new and productive use.

The Treasury Department cal cul ated the of f-setsbeforethisincentivewasannounced last March. The$2
billionwill befully paid for under the President’ s seven year balanced budget andisexpected tolever -
age$10billionin privateinvestment and retur n an estimated 30,000 brownfieldssitesto produc-
tiveuse.

Inadditiontothetax incentives, it isimportant to note other economic benefitsto redevelopment, such as
thefinding by the Army Corpsof Engineersthat over 20 new jobsarecreated for every $1 million of
fundsspent cleaning up America shazardouswastesites.
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L CERCLIS Archive Helps
Redevelopment

Removal of 27,000 sites from the Superfund inventory has had
no effect on the removal of legal obstacles to brownfields
redevelopment.

MYTH

FACT: Thedeletion of sitesfrom theactive CERCLISinventory hasbeen
praised by both banksand cities.

EPA hasdeleted these sitesfrom the active CERCLISinventory. Thecreation of an archivefile of the
deleted siteshas been praised by both banksand cities. EPA sent aletter to 200 mayorswith an attached
list of dtesintheir citiesthat have been archived. For example, Buffalo, New Y ork had aRepublic Stedl
siteremoved from CERCLIS. ATDM Corporation, in partnership with Village Farms of Buffalo, are
cleaning aportion of thesitefor useasahydroponictomato farm. Thisnew businesswill employ approxi-
mately 300 workersfromtheimmediatearea.

Themovement of sitestothe CERCL | Sar chivefilehaslent itself to providing oppor tunitiesfor
redevelopment. Citiesandfinancid ingtitutionsare currently using thenamesof archived sitesfor consid-
eration of redevelopment. Thisaction onthe part of the Agency hasenhanced effortsto assess, clean up,
and redevelop brownfields properties. Banksand financia institutionsendorsed thedeletion of these sites
from CERCL 1S and have acted with renewed confidenceto reclaim these propertiesfor activeuse. They
have stated that it has had apositiveimpact on the redevel opment of properties.
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